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TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 356, Old 
House Office Building, Hon. Edith Nourse Rogers, chairman, 
presiding. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will please come to order. 

Mr. Daley of the Veterans’ Administration. Will you please give 
your full name? 


STATEMENTS OF TIMOTHY F. DALEY, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
PROJECTS SERVICE, OFFICE OF LEGISLATION, VETERANS’ 
ADMINISTRATION, AND CARL S. McCARTHY, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, HOMES SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE AND 
SURGERY, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Datry. My name is Timothy F. Daley, Office of Legislation, 
Veterans’ Administration. I am Director of the Legislative Projects 
Service of that office. With me is Mr. Carl S. McCarthy, Deputy 
Director of Homes Service of the Department of Medicine and Surgery 
of the Veterans’ Administration. 

The CuarrMan. I have called the meeting this morning at the 
request of—is it the soldiers’ home organization? 

Mr. McCarruy. The commandants of the State soldiers’ homes, 
Mrs. Rogers. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. They requested the hearing and it is to con- 
sider H. R. 5892, which has for its basic purpose the increasing to $700 
per annum the amount of aid given by the Federal Government to the 
States and Territories for each disabled soldier and sailor cared for in 
a disabled veterans’ home established and maintained by such State 
or Territory. 

In May of 1948, legislation was passed which increased the contri- 
bution from $300 to $500. Subsequent legislation provided that the 
$300 limit should revert on June 30, 1956. The bill which I intro- 
duced would make the contribution a flat $700 and would repeal the 
$300 limit entirely. 

Without objection, I will insert at this point the text of the bills 
H. R. 5892 and 8180 as well as the Veterans’ Administration report 
thereon, and also the bill, H. R. 6659, sponsored by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. Curtis, and the report of the Secretary of 
the Army on this latter. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 
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(No. 193] 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
VW ish noton D5. D he Varch z. 1954. 
Hor EpITH Nor RSI ROGERS 


Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 


House of Representatives. Wash ngton 25, D.C 
Drar Mrs. ROGER Reference is made to your request for a report by the 


Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 5892, 83d Congress, a bill to increase the 
amount of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen of the United States 

lhe purpose of the bill is to increase from $500 to $700 per annum the Federal 
ans domiciled or hospitalized in State homes 
who are eligible for such care in Veterans’ Administration hospitals and homes. 
Payment of the $500 rate is restricted to June 30, 1956, and the subject bill in 
addition to raising the rate would remove the restrictive date, thus establishing 
$700 as the permanent rate of Federal aid 

Federal contributions to States to aid in the care of certain war veterans 
lomiciled in State homes were first authorized by the act of August 27, 1888 
25 Stat. 450), in the amount of $100 a year for each such veteran. The amount 
was increased to $120 a year by the act of January 27, 1920 (41 Stat. 399), to 
$240 a year by the act of August 1, 1939 (53 Stat. 1145), and to $300 a year by 
he act of December 17, 1943 (57 Stat. 603 The act of May 18, 1948 (62 Stat. 
237), increased the amount to $500 a year through June 30, 1951, and the act of 
September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 981), extended the authority for payment of the 
$500 sum through June 30, 1956. 


Chere are 31 State homes located in 





aid to States for the support of vete« 
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27 different States to which the Veterans’ 
Administration is currently making contributions for maintenance of veterans 
who have been determined to be eligible for care in a Veterans’ Administration 
hospital or home. The basic law limits the amount that any State may be paid 
{ r+} 





a sum not exceeding one-half the cost of maintenance of each veteran, and under 
} limitation 14 of the State mes coneerned would not be able to receive the 
full $700 contribution since the cost of maintenance in these homes, based on 
fiscal year 1953 reported costs, is less than $1,400 per person. All the other State 
homes reported maintenance costs in excess of $1,400 per person for fiscal year 


For the information of the committee there is enclosed a table showing for 
fiscal year 1953 the average pre t, per capita cost, total cost, and the amounts 
paid by the Veterans’ Administration and by the States based on the present 
$500 contribution and the $700 contribution proposed by the subject bill. 

It is noted that the title of the bill would add the term ‘‘airmen’’ to ‘‘disabled 
soldiers and sailors’ as the group for the care of which the States are to receive 
increased Federal aid. It is desired to point out, however, that in the administra- 


tion of this statute no distinction has been made respecting the veterans’ branch 


of military service and any veteran who is eligible for hospital treatment or 
domiciliary care by the Veterans’ Administration is included in the group for 
which States are entitled to aid. ; 

The second proviso of sectior 2 of the bill reads: Provided further, That no 
payment to a State or Territory under this Act shall be made for any period 
prior to the date upon which the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs determines 
that the veteran on whose account such payment is requested is eligible for such 
care in a Veterans’ Administration facility 

The act of October 29, 1951 (65 Stat. 661), amended section 2 of the act of 
May 18, 1948 (62 Stat. 237), to provide that payments to States shall be effective 
from the date care commenced in the State home if request fer determination 
of such eligibility is received by the Veterans’ Administration within 10 days 
following date the care commenced. Should the bill be enacted in its present 
form it would restrict payments to the date determination of eligibility is made 
by the Veterans’ Administration, which was the state of the law prior to enactment 
‘the act of October 29, 1951 
During the fiscal year 1953, payments of Federal aid were made to the States 
for a daily average of approximately 8,090 members present in State homes. 
Based on the reported per capita cost, the total cost for maintaining this daily 
average present was $13,365,961. The total amount of Federal aid paid by the 
Veterans’ Administration for this number of members was $4,068,170, or 30 per- 
cent of the total cost. Based on the average number present during the fiscal 
year 1953, payments at the rate of $700 per annum would result in a total cost 
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to the Veterans’ Administration of approximately $5,225,630, an increase of 
$1,157,460, or 28 percent. This would result in the Veterans’ Administration 
assuming 39 percent of the total cost of maintaining eligible veterans in State 
homes and the States paying 61 percent of the cost. 

Since fiscal year 1945 the average member load has shown a sustained upward 
swing, influenced in part by replacement programs at State homes undertaken to 
improve and enlarge existing bed capacities; general economic conditions which 
impose greater financial burdens on those in the lower income groups and advanc- 
ing age of World War I beneficiaries who have developed disabling infirmities. 
In the Veterans’ Administration estimates for appropriations for fiscal year 1955 
the average patient load in State homes was established at 8,700 members. This 
projection was based upon current bed occupancy ratios, and anticipated increases 
in the member load. Therefore, should the rate of Federal aid be increased to 
$700 the cost to the Veterans’ Administration might well be substantially higher 
than the estimated cost based on the 1953 experience. Should all homes be 
eligible for payments at the $700 rate the cost to the Veterans’ Administration 
would be approximately $6,090,000 for fiscal year 1955 As stated above, however, 
based on the 1953 experience, 14 of the homes would not be able to receive aid 
at the full $700 rate because their annual reported per capita costs were less than 
$1,400. It is not known how many of the homes because of increasing per capita 
costs would be eligibie for the full amount of assistance at the $700 rate in fiscal 
vear 1955. 

For the fiscal year 1948 (the year in which the rate was raised to $500 per 
annum) the per diem cost of providing domiciliary care for a veteran in a Veterans’ 
Administration center was $2.64 For the fiscal year 1953, the cost was $3.61, 
an increase of approximately 37 percent It appears that the increase proposed 
by the subject bill compares with the increased cost experienced by the Veterans’ 
Administration 

In its report to accompany §. 3889, 81st Congress (Rept. No. 3056), which 
later became Public Law 823, September 23, 1950, the Committee on Armed 
Services of the House of Representatives stated that while the bill as introduced 
had provided for a permanent increase in the annual payments, the committee 
was amending the bill to extend payments at the $500 rate until June 30, 1956, 
and further stated that this would give the Congress another opportunity to 
review the matter prior to the expiration date. Whether the amount of Federal 
aid to State homes should at this time be increased from $500 to $700 per annum 
and this latter amount on a permanent basis, would appear to be a matter of 
policy for the Congress to determine 

Due to the urgent request of the committee for a report on this measure, there 
has not been sufficient time in which to ascertain from the Bureau of the Budget 
the relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the President 

Sincerely yours, 


H. V. Hiaiey, Administrator 


DECEMBER 15, 1953. 
Hon. Dewey SHor?, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHarrMaNn: Reference is made to vour request for the views of the 
Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 6659, 83d Congress, a bill ‘‘to increase 
the amount of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers and sailors of the United States.’’ The Secretary of Defense has delegated 
to the Department of the Army the responsibility for expressing the views of the 
Department of Defense thereon. 

The purpose of this proposed legislation is to increase to $750 per annum the 
amount of aid henceforth to be given by the Federal Government to the States 
and Territories for each disabled soldier and sailor cared for in disabled veterans’ 
homes established and maintained by such States and Territories. 

The act of August 27, 1888 (25 Stat. 450) provided that all States or Territories 
which established homes for disabled soldiers and sailors who servied in any war 
and who were disabled by age, disease, or otherwise, and by reason of such dis- 
ability were incapable of earning a living, would be paid $100 per annum for each 
disabled soldier or sailor admitted and cared for in such homes. By subsequent 
acts, this amount was increased to $300 per annum. The act of May 18, 1948 
(62 Stat. 237) provided that the amount should be ‘$500 per annum from the 
effective date of this amendment through June 30, 1951, and $300 per annum 
thereafter.” The act of September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 981) changed this date of 
June 30, 1951, to June 30, 1956. 
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The Department of the Army believes that the adequacy of the financial aid 
given by the Federal Government to the States and Territories to assist in caring 


for disabled veterans is a problem outside the scope of the responsibility of this 


Department; and, if t ( gress believes that the amount now authorized should 
be reased. the Department of the Army, on behalf of the Department of 
Defense, offers 1 object to the enactment of this proposed legislation 

S c person. as now authorized bv law, would be changed 
by t st to the Federal Government would result from its 
enat o estimate any increased cost is not available to 


nated w itk n the Departm«s nt of Defense in accord- 


a 
ibed by the Secretary of Defense 
} 





TI } advises that there is no ob ion to the submission 
of t} repo to Tt or g = 
= cer vours 
Rospert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
4 | t i to Stat r tk ipport of disabled 


} f ¢ rled } i} Nenat ! House of Repres fative of the United States of 
1» n Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or Terri- 
rial homes for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States, 








approved August 27, 1888, as amended, (24 U.S. ¢ sec. 134) is amended by strik- 
ig the first paragraph thereof ‘‘$500 per annum from the effective date of 
iment t igh J (0. 1956, and $300 per annum thereafter” and insert- 

p eu thereof ‘$750 per a I : 
A? rin Congre bled, That the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act to provide aid to 
State or Territorial homes for t ipport of disabled soldiers and sailors of the 
| St : pr 1 Aug L SSS, as arn led (I s. C., 1946 edition, 
eZ 134 s amended | g ou first paragrs thereof ‘$500 
per al fror the effect late of this a end t throug! J ine 30, 1956, and 
$300 per a im thereafter’ and inserting in lieu thereof $700 per annum from the 

fF, a f al 

Sec. 2. The amendment ule this Act shall apply to payments with respect 
t are given to disa i soldiers, sailors, and airmen on and after the first day 
of the onth next foll g the m« juring which this Act is enacted: Provided, 


That said payments all be made regardless of whether said veteran may be 





I g da liary care spitalizatio home and the appropriations 
Vi 4 Ad stration fo edica al, and domiciliary care shall 
e availa r this purpos P i no payment to a State or 
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ich care in a Veterans’ Admin- 





A BILL To increase the amount of Federal aid to Stat erritorial homes for the support of disabled 


Ri ‘ rv } the Senat , House of Representatives of the United States of 
ir iin Co 88 asse? That the Act intitled “An Act to provide aid to 








Sta r Territ | f é pport of diss soldiers and sailors of the 

[ ed States approved A t 27, 1888, as amended (U. 8. C., 1946 edition, 

24. se 134 ar led l he first par rraph thereof ‘$500 

per a f the effective date of this amendm«s through June 30, 1956, and 

$300 ul thereafter” and inserti lieu thereof “$700 per annum from 
é thé \ late of l ime 


Sy rm amendment made bv this Act shall apply t ) paymer ts with respect 
to the care given to disabled soldiers, sailors, and airmen on and after the first day 
the month next follow gtner nth durir g which this Act is enacted: Provided, 
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That said payments shall be made regardless of whether said veteran may be 
receiving domiciliary care or hospitalization in said home and the appropriations 
of the Veterans’ Administration for medical, hospital, and domiciliary care shall 
be available for this purpose: Provided further, That no such payment to a State 
or Territory shall be made until the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs determines 
that the veteran, on whose account such payment is requested, is eligible for such 
care in a Veterans’ Administration facility, and after such determination of 
eligibility such payment shall be made covering the period of eligibility from the 
date such care commenced, except that no such payment shall be made effective 
prior to the date of receipt by the Veterans’ Administration of an appropriate 
request for determination of eligibility in the case of any eligible veteran with 
respect to whom such request is not received within ten days following the date 
such care commenced 

The Cuarrman. Mr. T. F. Daley of the Office of Legislation in the 
Veterans’ Administration is here to represent the VA and we will now 
hear from him. Mr. Daley. 

My understanding is that Mr. Curtis’ bill went to the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. 

The Cuter CLer«x. That is correct. 

The CHarrRMAN. Last year the bill was reported out of the Armed 
Services Committee, but the Veterans’ Administration supplies the 
funds. 

Mr. Dairy. The present rate of $500, Madam Chairman and mem- 
bers, is restricted to June 30, 1956. H. R. 5982 would remove the 
restrictive date of June 30, 1956, and would establish $700 as the 
permanent rate of Federal aid. Federal contributions to States to 
aid in the care of certain war veterans domiciled in State homes were 
first authorized by the act of August 27, 1888, in the amount of $100 
a year for each such veteran. The amount was increased to $120 a 
year by the act of January 27, 1920, to $240 a year by the act of August 
1, 1939, and to $300 a year by the act of December 17, 1943. The 
act of May 18, 1948, as the chairman stated, increased the amount to 
$500 a year through June 30, 1951, and the act of September 23, 1950, 
extended the authority for payment of the $500 sum as stated through 
June 30, 1956. 

With the permission of the chairman, I should like to introduce for 
the record a compilation of the various statutes as derived from the 
United States Code. 

The CHatrMAN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows: ) 


Aip To State or TERRITORIAL HOMES 
(U.S. C., title 24, sec. 134 


All States or Territories which have established, or which shall establish, State 
homes for disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States who served in the 
Civil War or in any previous or subsequent war who are disabled by age, disease, 
or otherwise, and by reason of such disability are incapable of earning a living, 
provided such disability was not incurred in service against the United States, 
shall be paid for every such disabled soldier or sailor who may be admitted and 
cared for in such home at the rate of $500 per annum from the effective date of 
this amendment through June 30, 1956, and $300 per annum thereafter 

The number of such persons for whose care any State or Territory shall receive 
the said payment under this section shall be ascertained by the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs under such regulations as it may prescribe, but the said State or 
Territorial homes shall be exclusively under the control of the respective State or 
Territorial authorities, and the Administrator shall not have nor assume any man- 
agement or control of said State or Territorial homes. 

The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs shall, however, have power to have the 
said State or Territorial homes inspected at such times as it may consider neces- 


44078—34 2 
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Sar and shall report the result of sucl inspections to Congress in its annual re- 
port: Provided, That no State shall be paid a sum exceeding one-half the cost of 
mezintenance of each soldier or sailor by such State: Provided further, That one- 
half of any sum or sums retained by State homes on account of pensions received 
from inmetes shall be deducted from the eid provided for in this section. No 
money shall be apportioned to any State or Territorial home that maintains a bar 
or canteen where intoxicating liquors are sold: Pro ded further, That for any sum 
or sums collected in any manner from i tes of such State or Territorial homes 
to be used for the support of said homes a like amount shall be deducted from the 

d provided for in this section, but this proviso shall not apply to any State or 











Territorial home into which the wives or widows of soldiers are admitted and 
ined August 27. 1888. ch. 914, see. 1, 25 Stat. 450; March 2, 1889, ch. 


$11, 25 Stat. 975: January 27, 1920, ch. 56, 41 Stet. 399; February 12, 1925, ch. 
225, 43 Stat. 933; April 15, 1926, ch. 146, 44 Stat. 294 February 23, 1927, ch. 167, 
14 Stat 11 15 De cember 22 1927 cl 5. see. | 5 Stet. 39 Merch 23. 1928, ch. 
232, sec. 1, 45 Stat. 363; Febr 1929. ch. 366, 45 Stat. 1885; May 28, 1930, 





348 46 Stat. 466: Julv 3 *h. 863, sec. 2, 46 Stat. 1016; February 23, 
1931. ch. 281. see. 1. 46 Stat. 1375: June 30, 1932, ch. 330, sec. 1, 47 Stet. 472 
August 1, 1939, ch. 408, sec. 1, 53 Stat. 1145; December 17, 19438, ch. 347, sec. 1, 
57 Stat. 603: Mev 18, 1948. ch. 299, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 237; September 23, 1950, ch 
1003, 64 Stat. 9S!1 


AMENDMENTS 


1950—Act of September 23, 1950, cited to text, amended section to continue 
he increase of Federal aid from June 30, 1951, to June 30, 1956 

1948—Act of May 18, 1948, cited to text, amended first paragraph of section 
to increase from $300 to $500 per capita per annum Federal aid until June 30, 
1951 

1943—First paragraph amended by act of December 17, 1943, cited to text, by 
striking out words ‘240 per annum”’ and substituting in lieu “300 per annum.” 

1939— Fi ragraph amended by act of August 1, 1939, cited to text, by sub- 


nnun in lie 1 of ‘*$120 per annum 








TIME AND MANNER OF PAYMENT 


Section 2 of act of May 18 1948 as amended 


I 
602, section 1, 65 Stat. 661, provided that T 
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yv act of October 29, 1951, chapter 
he amendment made by this act 
act of May 18, 1948] shall applv to payments with respect to the care given to 
disabled soldiers and sailors on and after the first dav of the month next following 
the month during which tl ‘ od | Mav 18, 1948] P) ovided, That said 
ss of whether said veteran may be receiving domi- 
ciliary care or hospitalization in said home and the appropriations of the Veterans’ 
Administration for medical, hospital, and domiciliary care shall be available for 


‘tL 1s enact 





payments shall be made re 





this purpose: Provided further, That no such payment to a State or Territory shall 
be made until the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs determines that the veteran, 
on whose account such payment is requested, is eligible for such care in a Vet- 
erans’ Administration facility, and after such determination of eligibility such 
payment shall be made covering the period of eligibility from the date such care 
commenced, except that no such payment s all be made effective prior to the 


date of receipt by the Veterans’ Administration of an appropriate request for 
etermination of eligibility in the case of any eligible veteran with respect to 
whom such request is not received within 10 days following the date such care 
comn enced sd 

Amendment of this note by act of October 29, 1951, chapter 602, section 1, 65 
Stat. 661, made applicable with respect to care 
sailors on and after November 


Section 2 of act Decembe r 


given to disabled soldiers and 
1951, by section 2 of said act of October 29, 1951 
1943, cited to text, provided as follows: ‘‘The 
mendment made by this Act shall apply to payments with respect to the care 
given to disabled soldiers and sailors on and after the first day of the month next 
following the month during which this Act is enacted: Provided. That said pay- 
ments shall be made regardless of whether said veteran may be receiving domicili- 
ary care or hospitalization in said home and the appropriations of the Veterans’ 
Administration for medical, hospital, and domiciliary care shall be available for 
this purpose: Provided further, That no payment to a State or Territory under 
this Act shall be made for any period prior to the date upon which the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs determines that the veteran on whose account such 
payment is requested is eligible for such care in a Veterans’ Administration 
facility.” 
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Section 2 of act August 1, 1939, cited to text, provided as follows: “Sec. 2. 


The amendment made by this Act shell apply to payments with respect to the 
care given to disabled soldiers and sailors on and after the first day of the month 
next following the month during which this Act is enacted: Provided, Thet said 
payments shall be made regardless of whether said veteran may be receiving 
domiciliary care or hospiteliz2tion in said home and the appropriations of the 
Veterans’ Administration for medical, hospital, and domiciliary care shall be 
available for this purpose: Provided further, That no payment to a State or 
Territory ler this act shell be made for any period prior to the date upon 


which the \ iministeator of Veterans’ Affairs determines that the veteran on whose 
account such payment is requested is eligible for such care in a Veterans’ Admin- 
istration facliity. 

Mr. Dauey. There are 31 State homes located in 27 different States, 
to which the Veterans’ Administration is currently making contribu- 
tions for maintenance of veterans who have been determined to be 
eligible for care in a veterans’ administration hospital or home. 

The basic law limits the amount that any State may be paid to a 
sum not exceeding one-half the cost of maintenance of each veteran. 
And under this limitation, 14 of the State homes concerned would not 
be able to receive the full $700 contribution, since the cost of mainte- 
nance in these homes, based on fiscal year 1953 reported costs, is less 
than $1,400 per person. All of the other State homes reported mainte- 
nance costs in excess of $1,400 per person for fiscal year 1953. 

For the information of the committee, there has been prepared a 
table, showing for fiscal year 1953, the average members present, the 
per capita cost, the total cost, and the amounts paid by the VA and 
by the States based on the present $500 contribution, and the $700 
contribution proposed by the subject bill. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have that table there, Mr. Daley? 

Mr. Dauey. I believe it was printed with the committee print, 
Madam Chairman. 

The Curer Cuerk. It is on the last page of the committee print. 

Mr. Dauey. As a technical observation, it is noted that the title 
of the bill would add the word “‘airmen”’ to disabled soldiers and sailors 
as a group for the care of which the States are to receive increased 
Federal aid. We would point out that in the administration of this 
program no distinction has been made respecting the branch of service 
in which the veterans serve, and any veteran who is eligible for hos- 
pital treatment or domiciliary care by the VA is included in the group 
for which the States are entitled to aid. 

We would also like to point out that the present proviso of section 2 
of the bill does not extend the language which was incorporated in 
the act of October 29, 1951, and the committee will probably wish 
to give consideration to a clarification in that respect. 

Mr. Creretta. Madam Chairman, may I interrupt the speaker at 
this moment just for a matter of clarification? 

Mr. Daley, I notice in the chart that you make reference to, the 
percentage of costs by the VA differs in each State, making the 
percentage of cost by the State also variable. Why is there a dis- 
tinction in the percentage costs by the VA? How is that accounted 
for? In my State of Connecticut, the percentage cost by the VA is 
38 percent, and by the State it is 62 percent. 

When you go down to the State of Washington, it is almost an 
equal split between the State and the VA. Why is there a distinction? 

Mr. McCarrny. I can explain that, Mr. Cretella. 

Under law, we pay $500 a year, but not to exceed one-half of the 
per capita cost, to the State. The per capita cost in the State of 
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Connecticut was $1,830. Of that amount we paid only $500. In 
Washington, the per capita costs there, as you will see—which one 
did you mean there, Mr. Congressman? 

Mr. Crereia. | guess it is Retsil. 

Mr. McCarruy. Thirty-seven and sixty-three on this chart that 
I have. 

Mr. Crereia. I am looking at the last column. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is under the $700 rate. Yes, sir. 

That is based on the per capita cost to the State. It costs the 
State so much, and we pay up to $700 on that, under this proposed 
legislation. 

Now, if there per capita cost is much more, of course their percentage 
of cost will be much more. I haven’t made that clear, have I? 

Mr. Crerevia. If we look at the two columns under the law as 
it presently stands, the State of Connecticut pays 73 percent and the 
VA pays 27 percent, so that you pay $500 for each man, and a per- 
centage of that cost, the individual’s cost, over the $500. 

Mr. McCarruy. No, we pay nothing over $500. Let me try to 
explain it this way, Mr. Cretella. In the State of Connecticut there 
was an average present of 540.92. That is the average number of 
veterans that were there during the fiscal year 1953. 

Now, for each one of those men, it cost the State of Connecticut 
$1,830, making a total cost of $989,000. The total cost to the State 
is $989,000. Now, for each of those 540 men in Connecticut we pay 
the State of Connecticut $500, or we paid the State of Connecticut 
$270,000 of the $989,000. The State of Connecticut had to pay the 
balance, $719,000. Does that clarify that? 

Mr. Crerevia. It does. Thank you. 

Sorry to interrupt, Mr. Daley. 

Mr. Dautey. Notatall. I had just made the point that the second 
proviso, section 2 of the bill, carries forward legislation in one of the 
earlier acts, and would need clarification in order to bring in the item 
that was added by the act of October 29, 1951, whereby the State 
might receive contributions in behalf of a veteran within a certain 
tine after his eligibility had been determined. 

Continuing, during the fiscal year 1953, payments of Federal aid 
were made to the States for a daily average of approximately 8,090 
members present in State homes. Based on the reported per capita 
cost, the total cost for maintaining this daily average present was 
$13,365,961. The total amount of Federal aid paid by the VA for 
this number of members was $4,068,170, or 30 percent of the total 
cost. Based on the average number present during the fiscal year 
of 1953, payments at the rate of $700 per annum would result in a 
total cost to the VA of approximately $5,225,630, an increase of 
$1,157,460, or 28 percent. 

This would result in the VA assuming 39 percent of the total cost of 
maintaining eligible ve‘erans in State homes, and the States would 
pay 61 percent of the cost. 

Since the fiscal year 1945, the average member load has shown a 
sustained upward swing, influenced in part by replacement programs 
at State homes under.akeo to improve and enlarge existing bed 
capacities, general economic conditions which impose greater financial 
burdens on those in the lower income groups, and advancing age of 
World War I beneficiaries who have developed disabling iafirmities. 
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In the VA estimates for appropriations for the fiscal vear 1955, the 
average patient load in State homes was established at 8, 700 members. 
This projection was based upon current bed occupancy ratios and 
anticipated increases in the member load. Therefore, should the rate 
of Federal aid be increased to $700, the cost to the VA might well be 
substantially higher than the estimated cost based on the 1953 
experience. Should all homes be eligible for payments at the $700 
rate, as proposed, the cost to the VA would be approximately 
$6,090,000 for fiscal year 1955. 

As siaied heretofore, however, based on the 1953 experience, 14 of 
the homes would not be able to receive aid at the full $700 rate, because 
their annual reported per capita costs were less than $1,400. 

It is not known how many of the homes, because of increasing per 
capita costs, would be eligible for the full amount of assistance at the 
proposed $700 rate in fiscal year 1955. 

kor the fiscal year 1948, which was the year in which the rate was 
raised to $500 per year, the per diem cost of providing domiciliary care 
for a veteran in a VA center was $2.64. For the fiscal year 1953, the 
cost was $3.61, an merease of approximate ly 37 perceat. It appears 
that the increase proposed by the subject bill compares with the 
increased cost e xperience by the VA. 

I want to point out that in the report which accompanied the bill 
which became Public Law 823, the act of September 23, 1950, the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives stated 
that while the bill, as introduced, had provided for a permanent in- 
crease in the annual payments, the committee was amending the bill 
io extend payments at the $500 rate until July 30, 1956, and further 
stated that this would give the Congress another opportunity to 
review the matter prior to the expiration date. Whether the amount 
of Federal aid to State homes should at this time be increased from 
$500 to $700 per year, and this latter amount on a permanent basis, 
would appear to be a matter of policy for the Congress to determine. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one question I wanted to ask, Madam 
Chairman. 

You figure the cost as being $6,090,000? What was the cost prior 
to that, under the old bill? I didn’t get that figure. 

Mr. McCartny. $4,068,170.26. 

Mr. Datey. That is indicated by the fourth column of the table, 
Mr. Johnson. 

In conelusion, the report of the Veterans’ Administration points 
out that due to the urgent request of the committee for a report, we 
have not obtained any clearance from the Bureau of the Budget at 
this time. 

The CuHarrMan. As I understand it, the Veterans’ Administration 
would rather prefer for us to have the legislation, as long as the VA 
pays the bills. 

Mr. Datgey. We make the point, Madam Chairman, that when the 
matter was being considered by the congressional committee here- 
tofore, the increased rate to $500 was maintained on a temporary 
basis. It was first extended to 1954 and later extended to 1956, and 
the committee felt that they would have an opportunity to appraise 
and assess the situation and the costs and make a determination on 
the part of the Congress as to exactly what should be done in the 
way of an increase or a decrease or a stabilization. 
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The Cuareman. My question really was: Before the bill was re- 
ported out to the Armed Services C ommittee, you paid the bills; 
that correct? 

Mr. Datey. The Veterans’ Administration is paying a percentage 
of the bills. 

The CHarrMan. But the Armed Services Committee passed the 
legislation. 

Mr. Datey. Yes, Madam Chairman. 

The CuHarrmMan. And now I think the commandants are rather 
hoping that we would pass the legislation. 

Mr. Dairy. Because of the participation of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration in the program. 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Cretretita. Has any provision been made in the new VA 
budget to take care of this increase of approximately $6 million? 

Mr. Datey. No, because the budget is predicated on the assump- 
tion that the rate would continue until 1956 as the current legislation 
provides. So our budget doesn’t anticipate this proposal at all. 

Mr. Crere ia. If this program were put into effect, is it the desire 
that it would be put into effect for fiscal 1954, or take effect at the 
expiration of the present bill? 

Mr. Datey. The term of the proposed bill itself anticipates, if you 
are speaking of this bill now, Mr. Cretella, the bill itself, it is to the 
effect, in section 2, that the increase shall take effect on and after the 
first day of the month next following the month during which it is 
enacted. So there is a possibility that if it were enacted at this time 
you would have an increase during the current fiscal year. 

Mr. Creretza. And that would throw your present budget out of 
kilter by $6 million, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Datey. Well, it would only throw the present budget out of 
kilter with respect to the—oh, you mean the anticipated? You would 
require additional money to take care of that. 

Mr. Jonnson. You have a difference there of $1,178,000; isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Datry. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Quigley, are you going to te stify for the com- 
mandants? Won’t you come in and take a seat there? 

Mr. Quigley is a wonderful commandant and a wonde rfl orator. 

Mr. MarLurarp. A couple of questions have come up. The $6 million 
would not be additional. I have a different set of figures. I don’t 
know where they cone from. But the difference here is about a little 
less than $1,200,000, isn’t it? That would be actually the additional 
amount for the next fiscal vear. Is that correct? 

Mr. Datry. Yes, sir. That is based on a projection of the mainte- 
nance of the 1953 membership figures. In order to project, you see, 
we had to use the 1953 figures. 

Mr. Matiuurarp. Is there any case where this care is being given 
by State facilities where the care is being given to individuals who 
would not be eligible for Federal care? 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes, sir. The States, Mr. Mailliard, may admit 
anvbody whom they see fit. But we pay them only for those who are 
eligible for care by ‘the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. MatLuiarp. So that at least in theory these same individuals 
would be eligible for Federal care, which would cost the Federal 
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Government substantially more than it costs the Federal Government 
to take care of them in this way. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is true; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Madam Chairman, I would like to ask a few questions. 

The CuarrmMan. The gentlemen from Tennessee 

You have an excellent soldiers’ home, | know. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Daley, on what basis are the soldiers’ homes 
recognized or approved in each of the States? 

Mr. Daxey. I will ask Mr. McCarthy to answer that. 

Mr. McCarruy. We require that the States submit to us a certified 
copy of the law establishing the State soldiers’ home. 

Mr. Evins. Just a rest home? 

Mr. McCarruy. That depends upon the laws of the State. The 
Federal law reads: ‘‘Any State which has or which shall establish a 
State soldiers’ home.’’ 

Mr. Evins. I notice on this list there is no soldiers’ home included 
in my State of Tennessee, and there have been some stories in the 
press recently that the VA would not approve the State of Tennessee 
hospitals for admission of veteran patients. 

| made some inquiry of the VA as to why they would not approve 
our State institutions for the admittance of veteran patients. Could 
you give us any information on that? 

Mr. McCartuy. No, sir; | am not familiar with that at all. It 
has not come to our attention. 

Mr. Dany. You are speaking of a hospital, as such, Mr. Evins? 

Mr. Evins. Well, yes, State institutions, State hospitals, State- 
maintained, State-operated hospitals. There have been some stories 
in the press that the VA would not approve them for the admission of 
VA patients under this or any program. 

Mr. Datey. This is entirely a domiciliary program. 

Mr. McCarruy. I think I understand your question now, Mr. 
Evins. That, I believe, is a question of contract hospitalization, to 
which you refer, which is not affected by this legislation in any way. 

Mr. Evins. Well, contract hospitalization is one thing, and another 
is having the State establish a soldiers’ home which will be approved 
and recognized by the VA. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is true; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Now, if the State does not build such a home, then you 
would of necessity have to pay more, or send the veterans elsewhere. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is true. In your State, of course, they 
would go to Mountain Home, Tenn., which is a soldiers’ home operated 
by our Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Evins. A very fine facility. 

Mr. McCarrny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Could you tell me what the cost is for the operation for 
the veterans at that particular piace, as compared to State homes? 

Mr. McCarruy. At Mountain Home, Tenn., the per capita cost 
was $2.33 for the fiscal year 1953. 

Mr. Evins. The average for care in State soldiers’ homes is how 
much? 

Mr. McCarrny. I do not have the average, but I can give you 
a comparable State home, sir. The State of Michigan, for instance. 
[ don’t have it broken down into days. I have it for the year. It is 
$967 a year, which would be roughly $3. 
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Mr. Evins. The Mountain Home facility is a very excellent facility 
and well managed and well operated. 

Mr. McCarrny. Very fine; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. One other question, Mr. McCarthy. Do you feel that 
it is imperative that this limitation date in the present law be lifted? 

Mr. McCarrnuy. That is entirely a matter for Congress, sir. We 
have no thought one way or the other on that. 

Mr. Evins. You would not be able to care for these men, and it 
would place quite a burden on you of placing them elsewhere if the 
law expired, would it not? 

Mr. McCarrny. If that portion of the law expired, Mr. Evins, 
we assume that the States would still continue and would not go out 
of business. 

Mr. Datey. They have a dual eligibility, Mr. Evins. A veteran 
may be entitled to admission to a State home, and if he meets the 
requirements of the Veterans’ Administration and the laws thereunder 
for admission to a VA domiciliary, then the Veterans’ Administration 
will contribute to that particular State home for the care of that 
particular member. But that in no way infringes upon the right of 
the State to admit whomsoever they choose. 

Mr. Evrns. There seem to be two question in this legislation; 
first, shall we lift the date, and secondly, shall we raise the amount of 
participating contributions, and if so, how much? Would you make 
a recommendation as to how much this amount should be raised? 

Mr. Datny. We don’t make a recommendation, Mr. Evins. And 
as indicated in the Veterans’ Administration report, the Congress, 
when it last spoke, or the committee of Congress when it last spoke, 
with respect to the actual rate which would be contributed, felt that 
it would take unto itself the problem of making that determination, 
come 1956, when the present rate of $500 would be returned to the 
former rate of $300. So, under the circumstances, the Veterans’ 
Administration, beyond indicating that the per capita costs compared 
with those that prevailed in Veterans’ Administration domiciliaries, 
withheld categorical recommendation as to what should be done, be- 
cause of the legislative background of this particular matter. 

Mr. Evins. Well, based upon the administration of the law and the 
experience, do you feel that it is entirely fair for some States to receive 
more per veteran than other States? 

Mr. Datny. No. They don’t. They are entitled currently to a 
$500 contributory rate, if their own costs are a thousand dollars. If 
they are beyond a thousand dollars, then the law specifies that a $500 
contribution may not be exceeded. So it depends, I would say, upon 
the cost data and the management of the particular State home, as to 
whether it is entitled to receive the present maximum. As was 
pointed out, 29 of the homes presently receive the maximum; only 2 
do not. 

Mr. Evins. The VA, then, wishes to make no recommendation on 
this legislation at all, either as to the rate or the time or the expiration 
of the act or otherwise? 

Mr. Datry. We don’t make a categorical recommendation. But, 
as I indicated, we point out the background, the increases that have 
been made from time to time, the current costs, the fact that the 
present budget picture is of an increasing number of members as time 
goes on, and there will be a larger number, as we indicate, of World 
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War veterans, who will have the infirmities which will entitle them 
to domiciliary care. 

Among the Veterans’ Administration domiciliaries, there are some 
18,000-plus available facilities or available beds, and it has been indi- 
cated, as the committee knows, in connection with proposals to in- 
crease the domiciliary capacity of the Veterans’ Administration, that 
authority and funds to increase such capacity have not been given, 
have not been authorized by the Federal Government. 

So with respect to State homes, they are an ancilliary body to the 
VA domiciliaries, and as our report points out there are some 8,000- 
plus average members who are entitled to contributions under this 
1888 statute and the subsequent amendments. 

The question is, it seems, a matter of policy, as to how far the Con- 
gress chooses to go in either increasing the rate or maintaining the 
current rate or reverting to the former rate. 

Mr. Evins. The Congress would not be in a position to act on that 
without the benefit of facts and figures and the basis of experience of 
the VA, and I think that you should give us a little judgment on the 
matter, as to whether the rate is too high, or whether it needs to be 
increased, or lowered. 

Mr. Dauey. Of course, I can only go so far, Mr. Evins, as my 
Administrator indicates. 

Mr. Evtns. I understand your policy, but we are looking for light 
on the matter. $1,400 per year per veteran—does that seem like a 
rather low figure for maintaining an old veteran? 

Mr. Datey. What is our own cost, Mr. McCarthy? 

Mr. McCarrny. $3.62 per day. That would be a little over $1,300. 

The CaarrMan. Will the gentleman yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin, or does he wish to continue? 

Mr. Evins. Madam Chairman, I yield back the floor. 

The CHarrMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I am a little late, and it is probably my own fault. 
Had I been here at the start, I wouldn’t have to ask this question. 

On line 8, you have: “paid by the VA $700.” Is that supposed to 
be the new rate? 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. That total you gave me was $6,090,000, as compared 
to this. Now, what is the difference? 

Mr. McCarruy. The $6 million figure, Mr. Johnson, is the pro- 
jected rate for the fiscal year 1955. This $5 million figure that you 
see in this chart here is based on the fiscal year 1953 figures. 

Mr. Jounsoyn. I see. Providing you just had the same amount as 
you had in 1953, that is what it will be—if you had the increase you 
expect? 

Mr. McCarruy. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonnson. There is one other question L wanted to ask. I 
know from my experience as district attorney that quite often there 
is an emergency, and we couldn’t get the veteran into a veterans 
hospital and would rush him to the Wisconsin General Hospital. I 
believe there is some allowance in cases like that, until we could get 
him into a veterans hospital. 
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Mr. Daxey. That is a case of hospitalization, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. These are homes for old veterans. 

Mr. McCarruy. You have one at King, Wis., a very fine institu- 
tion. 

Mr. Jounson. It looks to me like there would be a difference for 
the State of Wisconsin of $51,844, providing the same amount enter 
as did in 1953? 

Mr. McCarruy. There would be $51 thousand difference there. 

Mr. Jounson. Unless this bill was amended to have it take effect 
in 1956, so that it would throw off the budget by about a million 
dollars; is that right? 

Mr. Daury. It would require additional funds to make the $700 
contribution, compared to the $500. The budget is based upon a 
projection of a $500 figure. 

The CuarrMAN. Commander Quigley, will you make a statement? 

Mr. Crererta. May I ask one clarifying question? 

May I ask, Mr. Daley, what are the requirements for admission to 
a veterans home of this kind? 

Mr. Datey. The veteran must be suffering from an infirmity or a 
condition of a chronic nature, which is not susceptible of cure or im- 
provement by hospitalization, that is, major improvement, and must 
be unable to earn his own livelihood, and does not have the means to 
support himself. That, in substance, is it. 

Mr. Crere cya. And a good many times on many occasions you 
have some trouble with some of these inmates, or some of these 
patients, don’t you? 

Mr. Daury. I might ask the homes man to answer that. 

Mr. Crerecia. The reason I say that: We have a very fine insti- 
tution in Connecticut, Rocky Hill, and it becomes quite the thing for 
the police to corral these folks off the street after they get a little 
binge on themselves. 

Mr. Daury. As far as the VA facilities are concerned, they, of 
course, have rules and regulations to which they expect the members 
to abide. And in the event disciplinary measures have to be taken, 
the individual might be separated from the home for a certain period. 
And he is not readmitted until 90 days thereafter. In other words, 
they seek to control that by appropriate regulations. 

Mr. McCarruy. If I may explain something, the Veterans’ 
Administration exercises no supervision or control over these veterans 
in State homes. They are exclusively under the direction of the 
State. 

Mr. Dany. I was addressing myself to our own domiciliary care. 

Mr. Setpan. Could you tell us what comparable facilities you had 
in States where they do not have State homes? 

Mr. Dauey. The Veterans’ Administration, itself, has 17 domicili- 
aries. Shall I give you the list? 

Mr. Setpen. Well, I would like to know, for the State of Alabama, 
where it would be. 

Mr. Dauey. Biloxi, Miss., is the closest. 

The CaoarrMANn, Commander Quigley, would you give your full 
name, please? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN L. QUIGLEY, COMMANDANT, UNITED 
STATES SOLDIERS’ HOME, CHELSEA, MASS. 


Mr. Quiciey. John L. Quigley, commandant, United States 
Soldiers’ Home in Chelsea, Mass 

The CHarrmMan. He succeeded his father, who was for many years 
a very fine commandant of the soldiers’ home, and he is taking 
excellent care of the men down there. 

Mr. Quieitey. Thank you, Mrs. Rogers. 

We also have with us Gen. William J. Keville, of Massachusetts, 
Colonel Baker, commandant of the Michigan veterans facilities, 
Colonel Cole, commandant of the North Dakota Soldiers’ Home, 
Commandant Williams, of the Rhode Island Soldiers’ Home, Gordon 
Hughesby, director of veterans’ affairs of W isconsin, and Adjutant 
John Donohue, of the Holyoke Soldiers’ Home. 

The CHarrman. And we are very proud of General Keville’s war 
record and of the fact that he is a constituent of mine from Belmont, 
Mass 

Do any of the others wish to testify? 

Mr. Quictrey. They would be pleased to answer any questions 
after we were able to make our presentation. 

In order to fully understand the legislation, we must realize that 
this act was first passed in 1888, authorizing certain States and 
Territories to establish soldiers’ homes. These bills were traditionally 
heard and historically heard by the old Military Affairs Committee, 
because in that period there was no Veterans’ Administration, nor, 
naturally, was there a Veterans’ Affairs Committee. So the bills 
were heard first by the Military Affairs and later by the Armed 
Services Committees. 

We ask now that the bills be heard by your committee, because 
they properly belong within the jurisdiction of the veterans’ legislation, 
we feel. 

There is a very close association between the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and State homes. All rules for eligibility are first deter- 
mined by the Veterans’ Administration. Our reports must go to the 
VA. Payments are made by the Veterans’ Administration. And 
admissions are approved by the Veterans’ Administration. And, 
naturally, all moneys come from the Veterans’ Administration. 

We do relieve the Veterans’ Administration considerably in many 
of their duties. We care for approximately 8,200, or, as your report 
indicated, a maximum of 8,700 veterans, at our institutions, at a total 
cost to the Veterans’ Administration at the present time of approxi- 
mately $4 million. This represents about one-twelfth of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration hespital program, since the VA has approxi- 
mately 100,000 beds. And this total cost for one-twelfth of the VA 
program is approximately $4 million. 

Our program is not only the old home for soldiers that we think 
of in days gone by. Now they tend to be more the chronic hospital, 
relieving the Veterans’ Administration of many cases that they 
otherwise would care for in an occupied hospital bed. 

Qurs are not truly domiciliary institutions. Therefore, it is not 
fair to compare our costs to those of the domiciliary type of institu- 
tion that the VA provides. The VA cannot by law admit to a 
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domiciliary institution a hospital case, and yet a good portion of our 
cases that are admitted are hospital cases. 

The chronic hospital has received particular emphasis at the State 
level, because it is there that the States have felt that the Veterans’ 
Administration has begun to fall down in the care of the hospitalized 
veteran, and therefore the State has assumed the responsibility, the 
burden of care, at that particular level. 

We receive, at the present time, $1.38 per day. 

Before leaving Boston on Monday, we checked with the Charles 
Street jail that houses prisoners awaiting trial before the Federal 
courts. They received $2 per day for the care of prisoners at the 
Charles Street jail. For honorably discharged veterans we receive 
$1.38 per day. The Charles Street jail is having a new contract drawn 
with the Bureau of Prisons, and they are asking, and it has been indi- 
‘rated that they will receive, $2.60, or approximately double that which 
we are entitled to for caring for hospitalized as well as domiciliary 
veterans. 

In answer to 1 or 2 questions, Congressman Mailliard mentioned 
that a very small number might not be eligible for VA institutions. 
All of the patients that we charge to the VA would be eligible for 
admission to a VA institution because the VA establishes the eligibility 
rules. And we must first meet their eligibility rule before we make a 
charge to the VA for that particular patient. 

So I think it would be safe to say, Mr. McCarthy, that 100 percent. 
of the veterans charged to the VA would be eligible under VA, and 
they would be entitled to treatment at some other VA facility. 

Mr. Maiiurarp. May I ask a question on that point? 

I recognize that, but when you mention the figure eighty-two to 
eighty-seven hundred, how many of those would you say would be 
eligible? 

Mr. Quietey. Every one of them, sir; 100 percent of that number. 

Mr. Maruurarp. In other words, that eighty-two to eighty-seven 
hundred is not the total capacity? 

Mr. Quia.ey. No, sir. 

Mr. Mariurarp. These are just those that have Federal eligibility? 

Mr. Quie.ey. That is right, sir. There are those wives, widows, 
and dependents that are not charged and not counted in these figures. 

Mr. Evins raised the question, Are they rest homes? I tried to 
cover that point by mentioning that primarily they are not rest homes. 
They are chronic hospitals in most States, and some few States have 
active hospitals—at Napa County, Calif., Grand Rapids, Mich., and 
Chelsea, Mass. 

Colonel Baker, of Michigan, just received approval of the Joint 
Commission on Accreditation, which represents the American College 
of Surgeons, the American Medical Association, the American College 
of Physicians, and the American Hospital Association. We have 
similarly been inspected a week ago last Friday and hope for their 
continued approval. We have the same type of hospital in our own 
State as operated by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Our outpatient department covers more patients 404 patients per 
day, than does the Boston regional office of Veterans’ Administration. 
So that it gives you an idea of the type of service that the States are 
providing. They are not in any sense truly rest homes. 
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On the question of dual eligibility that Mr. Daley raised, they would 
be eligible to a Veterans’ Administration facility for a State fac “ility. 
The State at the present time pays approximately two-thirds of the 
cost of this program. Therefore, it is an extremely reasonable pro- 
gram for both the VA and the Federal Government to participate in. 

At the present time, as you will note from the schedule, they are 
paying less than one-third, approximately 25 to 30 percent of the 
total cost of the program 

Were the States to close down their homes—and this is not in any 
sense in the way of a threat, but one State, the Empire State of New 
York, closed its home and turned it over to the VA at Bath; isn’t that 
right, sir? 

They found that this program was too expensive for the State to 
operate, and therefore they turned over to the VA, lock, stock, and 
barrel, their facility, and it is now operated as a VA domciliary facility 
at Bath, N. Y., so that the States are being subjected to constant 
expense, particularly in this section of the country, where there are 
few if any Veterans’ Administration facilities for domiciliary-type 
patients. 

As arule of thumb, Mr. Cretella, we observe the rule that honorable 
discharge from wartime service varies with varying degrees of residence 
in a State 

In our own State it is 5 years of residence. In California, | believe, 
because of the growth in recent vears, it is 10 years of residence in the 
State in order to be eligible. Normally, however, it is from 3 to 5 or 
7 vears of residence in a otate m order to be eligible for admission to 
the home 

I feel that we have tried to cover the situation. This is periodic 
legislation. It has only come before the Congress in 1888; as Mr. 
Daley mentioned, again in 1920 and in 1939, 1943, 1948, 1951, and now. 

So, in its history, this is the seventh time in something like 66 years 
that it has come before Congress. So it is only a periodic increase. 

Just by way of comparison, not meaning to have any flag waving, 
on the comparison of the cost of the jail prisoner, in 1948 they were 
being paid 80 cents per day. From 1948 to the present time they have 
increased 111 percent to their present $2 rate; and, when it goes to 
$2.60, they will have increased almost 300 percent. So that, if their 
costs have risen at the jail or the house of correction, naturally, because 
of increased services, our costs have increased that much more. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have any trouble staffing your hospital 
with doctors and nurses? 

Mr. Quietey. No; we do not, because we work very closely with the 
VA hospital, Mrs. Rogers. We transfer patients back and forth so 
that the doctor will find the same quality or the same type of patient 
present in our hospital. 

The same deans committee works with your hospital as work with 
the VA hospitals. Our staff salaries are approximately 10 to 15 
percent lower, but we do not have trouble with staffing. 

The CuarrMan. Is that because of the experience that the doctors 
get there primarily? 

Mr. Quicuey. I think that is the cause, in addition to the unselfish 
motive that the doctors have of honestly wanting to serve their com- 
rades, their fellow veterans. They have that feeling, that, rather 
than attaching themselves to a general hospital where they would be 
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caring for the general public, they would like to make some little 
service to their former comrades. I think that that is true. 

The CuairmMan. Do you have many disturbed mental cases? 

Mr. QuicLey. We tried to admit no one with a primary diagnosis 
of NP condition, either psychotic or neurotic. We try to steer away 
from both, feeling that that is not properly our province. Where a 
secondary diagnosis is made, he is admitted primarily for surgery, 
and then while he is in there he develops a psychotic condition and is 
placed in a disturbed detention region and immediately transferred 
generally to the nearest State mental hospital. 

In our State we have 1,026 veterans in our State hospitals, where 
we do not have veterans in eur VA hospitlas. 

The CuairMan. And they are very much overcrowded. 

Mr. Quictey. They are very much overcrowded. Even with the 
opening of Brockton, they are still very much overcrowded, Madam 
Chairman. 

Mr. Creretta. Madam Chairman, I find it necessary to attend 
another hearing, but 1 should like to make the observation that I think 
that the presentation that Mr. Quigley has just made in behalf of this 
legislation is perhaps as honest, intelligent, and instructive as any 
testimony we have heard here. 

I wish I could say as much for many other witnesses that have 
appeared before this and other committees. 

The CHairMAN. We were just saying how wonderful his testimony is. 

Mr. Crerevta. And it hasn’t been doctored, and it hasn’t been 
quartered, either. 

| should like at this point to offer for the record a letter which | 
received from Governor Lodge, of the State of Connecticut, a former 
Member of the House, who is intensely interested in all veterans’ 
affairs, a letter addressed to me urging my support and his own interest 
in this legislation. 

I should like to offer it for the record now. 

The CHarrMANn. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT, EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, February 9, 1954. 


Hon. ALBERT W. CRETELLA, 
House of Re ] esentatives, Washington. dD. ¢*. 

Dear At: I write to vou with reference to H. R.. 5892, a measure introduced by 
Representative Rogers of Massachusetts in the House of Representatives. This 
measure has been referred to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. The provisions 
of this legislation would increase the amount of Federal aid to the States for the 
support of disabled soldiers, sailors, and airmen of the United States from $500 
per annum to $700 per annum, 

I have informed Mr. Charles Parker, department adjutant of the Connecticut 
Department of the American Legion, of my approval of this legislation, and I do 
hope that it will receive your support. 

With warm personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun Lopar, Governor. 


The CuarrmMan. Are there any other questions? 

| asked the clerk of the Armed Services Committee, the chairman 
not being there, if the chairman would have any objection to having 
us take this bill and reporting it out, rather than to have the bill 
reported by the Armed Services Committee. He said he was very 
sure the chairman would have no objection. I understand there are 
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1 or 2 members of the committee who would like to keep the jurisdic- 
tion in that committee. I can see no objection to our taking that. 
The Veterans’ Administration is responsible not only for the regula- 
tions but for the money involved. 

This bill is exactly the way you wish to have it worded, is it, Com- 
mander? Or would vou like it changed? 

Mr. Quiaiey. There are two important suggestions, that we would 
like tomake. If it meets with your permission, I would like to discuss 
one of them. 

The CHarrmMan. We would like to have your suggestions. 

Mr. Quietey. Because it creates a situation that the Veterans’ 
Administration and Congress should be interested in. 

At the present time, there is a provision in the basic law that requires 
that any funds collected by a State home from the compensation or 
pension of veterans housed in said homes be deducted from payments 
made to the State home. Thus, if we charge a member $20 per month, 
he receives a basic pension of $63, and we charge him $20. Immedi- 
atelv $10 of that is credited to the Veterans’ Administration, one-half 
of whatever we collect. We would like to have that splitting provision 
eliminated, for a number of reasons; primarily that for every $100 we 
collect, $50 immediately goes to the Veterans’ Administration 
Eighteen to twenty percent is our estimated cost of collection. There- 
fore, we come out, out of the $100 collected, with from $30 to $32 
at the maximum. We in turn bear the ill will of collecting from the 
veteran. We go through the work of collecting. And it isn’t the 
easiest job in the world. And, therefore, in the majority of States, no 
charge is made to the individual veteran. We do not think it fair 
that the veteran receive his pension and then in addition the State and 
Federal Government provide him with quarters. And so we would 
like to make charges. Some of our States do that. Wisconsin, Mr. 
Johnson, makes charges. Minnesota makes charges. I[ can’t say on 
California, whether or not they do. Michigan makes charges. A few 
of the States do make charges. But they have found it rather difficult 
and would prefer to have some method evolved whereby this splitting 
provision, that is, the provision that provides that we must split 
whatever our tax is from the collections with the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, eliminated. 

It would be fairer to the individual. It would avoid public criticism 
in the future, which is definitely inherent in the existing system. It 
is inherent because we find the individual paid a compensation by the 
VA to get along on the outside, to live on the outside—his basic 
pension of $63 or $75. And then we find the State and the Federal 
Government joining to provide him with quarters, medical care, 
housing, and board, in another department. And therefore we 
would like very much to have that provision introduced into the law. 
It would eliminate the necessity for our splitting the moneys taken. 

Mr. Jonnson. I have one question now. States like Wisconsin 
and your State of Connecticut collect, and half of it goes back to the 
Veterans’ Administration? 

Mr. Quicuey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Now how about the States that make no collection?” 
The Veterans’ Administration gets nothing, then? 

Mr. Quiciey. That is right, sir. 
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Mr. Jonnson. So that either Wisconsin should keep it, Connecticut 
should keep it, or all the States should be requiced to make a charge? 

Mr. Quie.iey. That is right, sir. 

I am from Massachusetts, and our State does not make any charge 
at the present time, but we feel, on the matter of avoiding public 
criticism, that there is very justifiable room for the antiveteran 
element to critize this policy. 

Up until a few years ago, a veteran who was housed— Mr. McCarthy 
could advise us as to the time—with us, did not receive his full pension, 
Isn’t that right? 

Mr. McCarruy. That is right. Public 662, 79th Congress. 

Mr. Datey. The present system provides that the reduction of 
compensation during hospitalization will not take effect until some 6 
months after the veteran enters the VA hospital or VA home. There- 
upon it is reduced by a certain percentage until such time as the vet- 
eran is discharged or released with medical advice, at which time he 
receives the difference of the reduction. 

Mr. Jonnson. Then a veteran that goes into a home in Wisconsin 
is being penalized. He would be better off if he went into a home in 
Massachusetts, where he could have had his full pension and free 
housing. 

Mr. McCartuy. May I interject: The contributory rate by the 
Veterans’ Administration is reduced to the extent to which the state 
home collects from the veterans’ pension. It is based upon that 
formula, rather than any actual withholding. 

Mr. Jonnson. Because they are reduced on the payment they re- 
ceive, then the State should have a right to keep the payment; is that 
the justice that you base it on? 

Mr. Quietey. Actually no deduction is ever made from their pay- 
ment. That is the point we make. In the State Homes they are not 
considered in the same category as in the Veterans’ Administration 
facility, and therefore no deduction is ever made. They can be with 
us 18 years. Some of out chronic cases, our hemiplegics, are with 
us for years in bed, and they still receive their $63, $75, or now $129 
a month. And if we take any portion of that $129, then one-half of 
what we take will later be deducted from the payments due us by the 
VA. 

The CuarrMan. The veteran loses by that quite a bit, doesn’t he? 

Mr. Quie.Ley. Actually, the State loses more, Mrs. Rogers. The 
veteran loses quite a bit, but the State loses more, because they have 
not made any charge to the veteran for the services they are rendering. 

In our own State, it costs us over $12.88 per day per patient. Why 
is our State so high? Because they offer active general medical and 
surgical care. California offers the same but has a larger number of 
domiciliary patients to bring their cost down. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Daley, have you any comment? 

Mr. Dairy. Madam Chairman, I just wanted to bring out, as I 
did a moment ago, the formula that is invoked in connection with ihe 
contribution from the Federal Government to the State. Where the 
State collects from the veterans’ pension, then the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration reduces the contribution to the extent of one-half of that 
collection from the State. 

I don’t know whether you have any observations to make with 
respect to the statements, to clarify this, Mr. McCarthy. 
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Mr. McCarruy. The law requires that if a State makes a deduction 
from the pension of one of these veterans admitted to a State home, 
then the contribution that we make to the State will be reduced by 
one-half of the amount the State collected from the veteran. 

Mr. Mariiiarp. Madam Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Is there any logical basis for differentiating between a veteran whose 
stay in a State home is being subsidized by the Federal Government 
and a veteran who is in a Federal institution? Is there any logical 
reason for making any distinction between the two? 

Mr. McCarruy. That is based, sir, upon the laws of the different 
States. The State can establish any conditions of admission to that 
State home that it wishes. 

Now, if the State of California, for instance, wishes to say that any 
veteran admitted to the California Veterans Home ai Napa, Calif., 
should pay to the State 20 percent of his pension, that is a condition 
established by the State and over which the Veterans’ Administration 
has no jurisdiction. 

However, if the State does establish such a condition, and they 
collect $40 per month from a pensioner, then, from the payments of 
Federal aid that we make to the State of California, we deduct $20. 

Mr. Mariurarp. But what I was getting at: I was just wondering 
why there would be any difference, from a veteran’s point of view, 
whether he is in a Federal home or in a State home, not talking about 
the law but the logic of it. Is there any particular reason why there 
would be a differentiation? 

Mr. Quicgitey. May I answer? I don’t think there is any logical 
reasoning for it. The ruling actually is based on a ruling of the 
Solicitor General of either the United States or the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, that declares that patients or members in our homes are not 
to be considered under the control of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Now, under Public Law 149, you may remember, that was the law 
that gave the added money up to $129. If they are in our home, they 
get the $129. If they are in the VA hospital, they do not. What 
happened? The day that the law was passed, we had 83 applications 
for admission or transfer from the VA hospital to our hospital. There 
is no logic behind it, sir. 

Mr. Marnurarp. It seemed to me that the present setup is in reverse 
of what it should be. I am not sure you are going to agree with this, 
but just off the cuff, I would think that it almost should be the reverse, 
that the Veterans’ Administration should withhold whatever would be 
the appropriate amount as if he were in a Federal hospital, and should 
repay one-half of it to the State. 

Mr. Quietey. We would agree to that, sir. 

Mr. Dauey. Mr. Mailliard, that whole situation was canvassed 
pretty thoroughly back in the 79th Congress, when the Congress 
enacted Public Law 662. Congress gave consideration at that time 
to the possibility of discontinuing entirely any reduction of compensa- 
tion or pension to a veteran while he was in a VA hospital or a VA 
domiciliary, and it was finally decided by this committee that pro- 
vision would be made whereby the Veterans’ Administration would 
continue to reduce compensation or pension while the veteran was 
confined or was a patient or a member in one of our facilities, but that 
he would lose nothing eventually, because it would be repaid to him 
when he left the hospital. 





FEDERAL AID TO STATE SOLDIERS’ HOMES 3679 


Now, the purpose of that was to insure his continued medical 
treatment. 

Mr. Maiiurarp. And that is really primarily enforced savings too, 
for him. 

Mr. Datey. In effect, yes. 

Mr. MarLuiarp. But if the veteran dies in the hospital, the Federal 
Government really benefits in no way from this withholding. 

Mr. Datey. No, because it is then paid to categories of kindred 
as prescribed by the act. 

Mr. Mariirarp. That changes the picture quite considerably, then 
In other words, from a Federal Treasury point of view, whatever 
rebates we get from the State under this system are permanent 
returns to the Treasury, whereas it they are in our Federal institu- 
tions it is merely a temporary situation. 

Mr. Darey. Well, in effect they aren’t rebates. It is upon the 
basis of the determination that an individual is paying a pension to a 
State home, that the amount of Federal contribution is reduced by 
one-half of that. In other words, they hit upon a bookkeeping 
figure at a certain period, and pay the State home the amount that 
is due it. 

Mr. Mariurarp. Yes, but the net result still is that there is no 
permanent benefit to the Treasury from the withholding that takes 
place in Federal institutions. 

Mr. Dauey. No, except that in a case where, Mr. Mailliard, the 
individual has no dependents, has no heirs, and money is left. It 
would then go to the post fund, so ealled. The Treasury would, 
incidentally, benefit by that. But that is not the purpose. 

Mr. Jounson. The veteran is really penalized when he is in a 
State home, then, because they charge for maintenance. 

Mr. Daxey. It depends upon the requirements and the laws of 
that particular jurisdiction. He might, for reasons best known to 
himself, elect to go to a State home, I would surmise. And he is 
conscious of the requirements of that particular home. 

On the other hand, he might prefer to go to a VA domiciliary and 
as soon as possible be admitted to a VA domiciliary. But in one 
case he might have immediate ingress to the State home and he might 
not have it to the VA domiciliary. 

Mr. Mariurarp. Am I correct in my belief that California does 
not collect anything, here? 

Mr. McCarrny. It does not. 

The CHarrMAN. In my opinion, it is the veteran’s compensation, 
and he is entitled to build up that reserve. He is living in a single 
room, even, and he can’t pay for it and has no place to go. 

Mr. Mariurarp. Are vou suggesting that this provision that vou 
offer should be in the nature of an amendment to this bill, or is this 
really perhaps a separate matter? 

Mr. Quiciey. Congressman, rather than confuse the issue, we 
would be perfectly satisfied to go along with this piece of legislation 
and return at a future date. Another piece of legislation could 
combine these points. We had a meeting at King, Wis., this summer, 
the commandants of 15 soldiers’ homes from the country attended 
the meeting, and the legislation of which Mrs. Rogers speaks was the 
thinking of our meeting. They suggested the splitting provision. 
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In checking with Colonel Baker, this morning, however, we would 
be perfectly satisfied to go along with this legislation and come in 
at some future time with the other provisions, rather than confuse 
the issue right now 

Mr. Maiuurarp. I think that is wise. 

The Cuarrman. I think things are confused enough as they are at 
the present time. 

Mr. Patterson had a question. 

The Committee Counse.. Mr. Quigley, Mr. Daley made reference 
to page 2 of this committee print 193, an amendment which the 
Veterans’ Administration felt was necessary. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Quieitey. We do agree with that, if the answer is just “YES” 

“NO.” 

The reasoning behind it is that we occasionally cannot receive 
approval in time for the individual to be admitted. We do agree 
with it. Yes, Captain. 

The increase too is but 1.2 million, we should like to point out to 
the committee, rather than either the 6 million or the 2 million spoken 
of. It actually is about 1.2 million. 

Mr. Mainuiarp. May I ask one more question, Madam Chairman? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. Mr. Mailliard of California. 

Mr. Maruuiarp. I am sorry I wasn’t here at the beginning of this 
hearing, but I am correct, am I not, in assuming that this bill would 
not in any way change the 50 percent limitation? 

Mr. Dauey. Thatisright. It would not. And may I add to what 
I was mentioning a few minutes ago, Mr. Mailliard, that in the case 
of Public Law 662 of the 79th Congress, which relates to reductions 
and discontinuance during hospitalization, that reduction or discon- 
tinuance is only applicable in the case where the veteran does not have 
a recorded dependent. 

I don’t think I made that clear. 

Mr. Maiuurarb. That is very logical. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Saylor, will you take over, please? 

| have an appointment with two blind veterans and with General 
Maas, a former Member of Congress, who, as you know, also suffered 
the loss of his eyesight. 

Thank you very much for your very fine testimony, Mr. Quigley, 
and the members of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Quietey. We are very grateful to you, Mrs. Rogers. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t think there ought to be any difficulty with 
the passage of the legislation. 

Mr. Sartor (presiding). Mr. Quigley, did you state that there was 
somebody else here who might wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Quietey. Yes, Congressman, there are some other comman- 
dants from the other States. Colonel Baker, from Michigan, may 
have something. 

Mr. Sayutor. Colonel Baker, will you come forward, please? 

Colonel, for the record, will you give us your full name and your 
position? 
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STATEMENT OF COL. WALTER J. BAKER, COMMANDANT 
MICHIGAN VETERANS FACILITY 


Colonel Baker. My name is Baker, Walter J. I am Commandant 
of the Michigan Veterans Facility. 

Mr. Saytor. Now, sir, we are pleased to have you with us Mr. 
Baker, and we ask for your comments on this bill. 

Colonel Baker. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen ‘of the Congress, and 
representatives of the Veterans’ Administration, Commandant Quigley 
has well presented our contention. I would like to make one correc- 
tion, that Mr. Daley stated, in connection with the rules of eligibility 
to State institutions. It is not correct to state that they are not sus- 
ceptible to corrective treatment. 

Mr. Datey. I was addressing myself to the VA domiciliary pro- 
gram, from my recollection. 

Colonel Baker. Because ours is pretty much a rehabilitation center, 
and we are very proud of our ability to bring them in, and, as con- 
trasted with the old days when they just sat there and, as you say, 
made it a rest institution, we provide full general medical care and 
turn these people back into self-supporting members of society. 

Again, our contention is that in advance of 1956, consideration 
should be given, due to increased costs, particularly food and per- 
sonnel, to an increase in the Federal aid, the so-called Fedreal Aid, 
from $500 upward. 

We also feel that further conside rac should be given to the part 
that we play in the field of veterans’ care. 

For e ehinple, in the State of Mic hessias as of yesterday, we provided 
general medical care for 926 Michigan disabled veterans. You can 
see what would happen if we followed up tomorrow—the impact of 
the Federal care program within that State. Ours is the largest 
general medical care institution in the field of veteran care within the 
State, larger than any of the VA’s. Of course, they have three of 
them—and they would total a little larger than ours. 

But we think our plea is logical and reasonable. And as 
Commandant Quigley told you, or suggested to you, consideration 
should be given by this committee to administration of a budget 
that comes out of the Veterans’ Administration funds rather than 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Years ago, that was the program, but it is obsolete now. Because 
the Army was the only medium at that time through which considera- 
tion might be made in the care of veterans within the given States. 

Mr. Saytor. May I interrupt you there, Colonel? Are you in 
favor of having jurisdiction of these veterans under this committee, 
or would you rather have it under the Armed Services Committee? 

Colonel Baker. I would much rather have it under your committee, 
because you spend the money. And the Armed Services Committee 
back years ago had no one but the Army to talk to. There was no VA. 
But now the Veterans’ Administration pays us our Federal aid. And 
the Army is not familiar with the program at all. 

So I do not intend to repeat what Mr. Quigley told you so clearly, 
but only tell you that for the group that he mentioned in Wisconsin 
this summer, we are in accord with his presentation. 

Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Savior. There is one thing that I would like to have either you 
or Mr. Quigley explain, because | feel certain that when we get to the 
floor someone will ask about this. In the matter of the tremendous 
difference in the average cost. That varies from, I notice, here, $10.11, 
which is the lowest, in the State of New York, to a high of $1,630.52 
in California. 

Mr. Epmonpson. You have the wrong column. There is a definite 
disparity in the figures that you gave, of course. 

Colonel Baker. The column you are looking at—California has 
one-thousand-and-six-hundred-some population. 

Then you come down to Michigan, nine-hundred-some as of vester- 
day. It averages 800. But I think what you are talking about is the 
cost 

Mr. Savior. Yes; the discrepancy in cost. [| am sorry. 

Colonel Baker. The cost, Mr. Chairman, is determined by your 
State legislatures, what money they give vou to expend on the care of 
these veterans, and of course what you may be able to build up in 
contributions. For example, in Grand Rapids, we have a residency 
program for three large hospitals, through which men who have 
finished their internship and are studying for specialists in a given 
field are called residents. They come out, under the heads of our 
different departments of medicine and their own heads, and, like 
vour deans’ committee in the Veterans’ Administration, contribute to 
our medical care at no cost to us, where in different States they would 
have to pay these doctors $50 a trip or a hundred dollars to come in. 
So that is one thing that accounts for vour variation. 

Another is the amount of help that you are able to provide. And 
| think quickly the answer would be that the variation in cost depends 
so much on the availability of money, funds. 

Mr. Maruurarp. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest also that my under- 
standing of these homes in these various States varies all the way 
from pure custodial care to the very highest type of medical care. 
So that vour costs there would have a tremendous discrepancy. And 
I think when vou find, for instance, in my own State, a sort of a fairly 
high but not very high per capita cost, the explanation of it is that it 
has the largest population in the home of any of the State homes. 
And that is split, in that case, between those who are receiving the 
very highest class of medical care and those who are receiving no 
medical care whatsoever. So that the actual cost assigned to an 
individual veteran might vary tremendously within that home. 

Mr. Quietey. There are two factors controlling cost First is the 
type of service offered, which varies greatly; second, the number of 
patients cared for. 

Low number of patients, high overhead, high cost per patient. 
High number of patients, high overhead, low cost per patient. 

With the latter, there is a high overhead, but it is divided over a 
greater number, so it is a lower cost per patient. 

Colonel Baker. And most of these institutions it should be noted, 
I think, are entirely domiciliary. There are only Massachusetts, Cali- 
fornia, ourselves, and Michigan, who provide general medical care in 
addition to domiciliary. 

Mr. Mariurarp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? 

Do you happen to know, Mr. Quigley, offhand, how many of these 
State homes have within them hospitals which are recognized by the 
American Hospital Association? 
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Mr. Quiciey. The only three that are GM and 5 hospitals, sir, if 
we mean recognized for teaching purposes, are the three that Colonel 
Baker mentioned, Yountville, Grand Rapids, and Chelsea. Holyoke 
will be in the process very soon, and others have chronic hospitals. 

We must distinguish that there are other homes that have hos- 
pitals attached to them. 

Colonel Baker. That, Mr. Chairman, is about all that I have to 
add to what Mr. Quigley presented. 

Mr. EpmMonpson. Might I ask a question, just as a point of curi- 
osity? I was puzzled by the figure that you gave of your present 
population, of over 900, as compared with an average present during 
1953 of 776. Is that a seasonal thing? 

Colonel Baker. That is confusing. Because when a bed is vacated 
as of today, and 10 days later someone comes in and takes it, you lose 
that 10 days in your average. You can’t fill the bed the day that it 
is vacated. So from Veterans’ Administration figures, when a man 
is away 24 hours, you cross that off, but it doesn’t make any difference 
as to your population. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In other words, you say this average present 
during 1953 is not an accurate figure? 

Colonel Baker. Much more than that. Sure. Because when he 
is gone 24 hours or 48 hours, that makes no difference in your popula- 
tion, but it does in the Veterans’ Administration compilation of 
figures. 

Mr. EpmMonpson. But if he is gone, it seems to me it would lower 
your population. Why do you say it makes no difference in it? 

Colonel BAker. Because he comes back again. 

Mr. EpmMonpson. But it still eliminates the cost of his care while he 
is gone. I imagine you have a large number gone constantly. 

Colonel Baker. Theoretically there is quite a turnover, yes. But 
it is rather confusing. Of course, I am adding in here a hundred 
women, that aren’t shown in the VA setup. Because they don’t 
pay us anything for women dependents. Only three or four States 
take care of them. So when I say 826. I am adding these dependents 
of veterans. There are even 12 Civil War widows that are here. 
But the VA doesn’t pay us anything for those 

Mr. Epmonpson. Unless they are veterans themselves. 

Colonel Baker. That isright. And we have some women veterans, 
too. We have three World War I nurses, for example, and two 
Wacs, and so on. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Saytor. Thank you, Colonel Baker. 

Are there any other witnesses here? 

Mr. Quiciey. Colonel Cole, of North Dakota, do you have any- 
thing to add? 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel Cole, come forward, please. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WALTER E. COLE, COMMANDANT, NORTH 
DAKOTA SOLDIERS HOME 


Colonel Coir. I am Walter E. Cole, Commandant, North Dakota 
Soldiers Home. 

The only observation I could make in addition to what has already 
been exposed is the fact that in our State, of course, it is necessary 
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for us to present our budget by September of this year for the ensuing 
biennium, and therefore my only remarks would be directed at early 
passage of some sort of legislation in connection with the amounts we 
can anticipate receiving in the form of Federal aid, aid for the next 
biennium. 

I believe that is all. 

Mr. Saytor. J assure you that the Members of Congress are looking 
forward to adjourning at least by the 31st day of July, and I assume 
that that will be plenty of time. 

Mr. MarLurarpb. Just on that point, sir, may I interpret that as 
meaning that we should, even if for some reason this $700 figure turns 
out to be hard to get through Congress, that it would be necessary, 
for orderly administration in the States, to at least continue the present 
figure in this session of Congress, and not wait until next year? Would 
that be a correct statement? 

Colonel Coir. That would be the idea we will have to work under. 

Mr. McCarrny. It will continue automatically. 

Mr. Mariurarp. There is a cut-off date, isn’t there? 

Mr. McCarruy. June 30, 1956. 

Mr. Maruurarp. That gives you one more year, then, doesn’t it? 
So that unless the Congress is prepared to increase the figure, there 
is no urgency about taking any action? 

Mr. Quiaiey. That is right. All States will have that problem, 
Mr. Chairman. We all must anticipate our revenue. 

Mr. Savior. Do most of your States operate on a biennium rather 
than on an annual budget? 

Mr. Quiciey. I couldn’t say there would be more than one-third ; 
two-thirds on an annual budget. But the majority of us must 
anticipate our revenue, and our budget generally must be submitted 
between September and December. 

The last visit to Congress established the need for some action at 
about this time of the year by June, July, or August. 

Mr. Saytor. Thank vou, Colonel Cole. 

Now, I think you have, Mr. Quigley, another witness? 

Mr. Quiatey. Colonel Williams from the Rhode Island Soldiers 
Home, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER W. WILLIAMS, CHIEF OF THE DIVISION 
OF SOLDIERS WELFARE, AND COMMANDANT OF THE VETERANS 
HOME, BRISTOL, R. I. 


Colonel Wiituiams. My name is Chester W. Williams, and I am 
chief of the division of soldiers welfare, and commandant of the 
Rhode Island Veterans Home at Bristol, R. I. 

| heartily endorse what Commandant Quigley has said, because 
we have worked on this before 

In Rhode Island, our home has been in existence for 60 years and 
more, since 1890. It will be 64 vears old. 

Where it was originally intended as a purely domiciliary facility, 
in later years, and especially since World War I, we have realized in 
Rhode Island that that was no longer feasible to maintain, so we have 
succeeded, within the last year, in getting from the voters of the State 
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of Rhode Island a $1,500,000 bond issue to build an entirely new, 
modern, fireproof home at Bristol. 

Our present capacity is actually 90 beds. We have 140 beds 
place, and our new home will have 260 beds. 

We will have a lot of things in the new home that we do not now 
have. 

We utilize the Veterans’ Administration, with their very good 
hospital at Providence, R. I., for those cases where is involved surgery 
or care which are beyond our capacity. 

And likewise, we try to reciprocate by taking from them those 
cases that have had a maximum of benefit in treatment, and they would 
like to get out of there to make room for other veterans. So on that 
reciprocal arrangement, 75 percent of our admissions at Bristol during 
the last 2 years have been persons that we take from the VA hospital 
in Providence for long-term treatment and convalescent care. 

So, in our new facility, we will have things we do not now have, 
such as physiotherapy, occupational therapy, and those things that 
go with it, in an effort to rehabilitate these veterans and to get them 
back into the community. 

Our law says that any veteran who, by reason of wounds, disease, 
old age, or other infirmities, is unable to earn his living, is entitled to 
obtain admission to our home provided he has an honorable discharge 
granted from war time service and that he was enlisted or inducted 
from the State of Rhode Island or has lived within the boundaries of 
the State for 5 years preceding the date of his admission. 

The people ot the state of Rhode Island have recognized that they 
have a need for that type of facility, because the nearest Federal or 
VA facility for either domiciliary or convalescent care is at Bath, 
N. Y., which is 500 miles from Rhode Island. 

In this new facility, we will have also recognized the need and com- 
plied with the law by making facilities available to female veterans 
which we have not done up to this time. 

Now, our per capita cost—and [ like to talk in figures by the year 
rather than by the day—is somewhere in the ne ighborhood right now 
of around $1,500 a year, and we receive $500 per year for each veteran 
from the Veterans’ Administration, which amounts to about 40 percent 
of our per capita cost. 

Our budget at the present time for that home is approximately 
$160,000 to $170,000, and upon the completion of this new facility, 
our budget will go up to over $300,000 per year, and so will our 
population. 

Our budgets, as these other gentlemen have said, are submitted to 
the State legislature, or rather our next budget will be submitted to 
the session beginning next January, and therefore we would like to 
know if possible sometime this fall whether or not we can plan on 
this increase from $500 per year per man from the Federal Government 
to $700, which we feel, at least, will be more realistic than the present 
$500 rate. 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel Williams, will your new facility have any 
hospital in connection with it, or will it be wholly domiciliary care? 

Colonel Wiiurams. Mr. Chairman, we are the smallest State in 
the United States, and we are a very compact State, as you know. 
Now, if we were to build a complete hospital facility there, as some 
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of these larger States have, such as Massachusetts, Michigan, and 
California, it costs $16,000 per bed to build a hospital facility such 
as would have general, medical, and surgical facilities. 

We have found that it costs approximately $6,000 per bed to pro- 
vide what we call hospital infirmary facilities, and $4,000 per bed 
for purely domiciliary facilities 

Now, we have arranged this new facility of 260 beds into a hospital 
infirmary area of 80 beds, and in that we will trv to do everything except 
surgery, and those cases, as I said, which are beyond our facilities. 

In other words, we will not have surgeons, and we will not have 
those things which go with it. We don’t see any reason for dupli- 
cating the facilities of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Having been a patient there 4 times in the last 2 years, I think 
it is a very wonderful place, and I would be the last person in the 
world not to want to see them put one in Bristol. 

Mr. Saytor. Any other questions? 

Thank you, Colonel Williams 

Mr. Quigley, are there any other witnesses? 

Mr. QuicLey. There are none, sir, and we are very grateful to you 
and the members of the committee for the time that you have given, 
and the consideration, and the questions that you have asked. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Mr. Quigley, and the other witnesses, 
for your presentation. 

Before adjourning I would like to insert in the hearing a letter 
received from the director of the national legislative commission, the 
American Legion, in which he gives the views of his organization 
upon this legislation as well as analysis prepared by a member of the 
staff, Mr. Casey M. Jones, 


THe AMERICAN LEGION, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Was/ ington, D. C., March 9, 1954, 
Hon. Epita Nourse RoGErs, 
Chairman, House Veterans i ffairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN RoceErs: Referring to H. R. 5892, same being a bill to 
provide aid to State or Territorial homes for the support of disabled soldiers and 
sailors of the United States, which you were good enough to introduce at our 
request, hearings were held thereon, as you know, recently by the House Veterans 
Affairs Committee 

Che national executive committee of the American Legion on May.1, 1953, 
adopted Resolution No. 7 requiring that this organization seek amendatorv legis- 
lation to increase the Federal contribution to a permanent rate of $700 per annum. 
Section 1 of H. R. 5892 would accomplish this purpose 

We recommend a substitute, however, for the present language in section 2 of 
the bill as follows 

“Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall apply to payment with respect 
to care given to disabled soldiers and sailors on and after the first dav of the month 
next following the month during which this Act is enacted.’’ ; 

By tl bstitution, a provision made by Public Law 227, 82d Congress, 
approved October 29, 1951, would be continued This act of October 29, 1951, 
provides that payments to the States shall be effective from the date care com- 
menced in the State home when request for determination of eligibility is received 
by the Veterans’ Administration within 10 days following such date. 

The Federal contribution authorized by the act of August 27, 1888, was $100 
per annum for each veteran An act of January 27, 1920, increased the Federal 
aid to $120 vearly but specified that the amount contributed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment shall not exceed one-half the cost of maintenance of each veteran. As 
this specified limitation is not disturbed by the presently proposed enactment, 
it will be understood that the $700 maximum annual contribution will not be made 


in all cases 
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The committee will be interested to know that several governors of States in 
which the homes are located have informed us that they favor the enactment of 
this legislation as the costs have soared in recent years so that the Federal 
participation has not kept pace in the maintenance of this desirable program. 

\s there are 27 States in which these homes are located and there are 4 of 
these States each having 2 such homes, we have 27 Legion departments vitally 
concerned with the early enactment of this legislation. 

The American Legion consistently supported legislation through the vears to 
increase this Federal aid to State hemes and thoroughly appreciates actions 
taken in Congress to adjust annual contributions to meet changing conditions. 

Public Law 250, 76th Congress, approved August 1, 1939, allowed a permanent 
increase from $120 to $240 per annum from September 1, 1939 

Public Law 202, 78th Congress, approved December 17, 1943, allowed a per- 
manent inciease from $240 to $300 per annum frem January 1, 1944. 

Public Law 531, 80th Congress, approved May 18, 1948, temporarily increased 
the annual aid from June 1, 1948, to $500 with a stipulation that this temporary 
increase would be in effect through June 30, 1951, only, after which date aid on 
the permanent basis of $300 per annum would be extended 

Public Law 823, 8list Congress, approved September 23, 1950, extended from 
June 30, 1951, to June 30, 1956, the date through which the temporary award of 
$500 per annum would be made, thus postponing to July 1, 1956, the date from 
which the permanent $300 annual allowance would be made 

It will be observed that the present $500 rate is temporary and that existing 
law provides for a return to the permanent $300 per annum rate effective July 
1, 1956 

Considering the greatly increased costs involved in maintenance of these 
State and Territorial homes, the American Legion sincerely believes there is a 
positive need for a permanent increase of the Federal aid as proposed in this bill 

Thanking vou for any faverable consideration you can extend at our request, 
and with kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely vours, 
Mites D. KENNEDY, Directe 


STAFF ANALYSIS 


An analysis of the Veterans’ Administration report and the content of this 
bill discloses that the cost to the Veterans’ Administration for each veteran cared 
for in Veterans’ Administration homes is at the present time $3.61 per day, or 
$1,317.65 per year for each veteran. 

For the care of 809,064 veterans now in State homes the cost to the Veterans’ 
Administration is $4,068,170.26 per year. The cost for the care of the same 
number of veterans in Veterans’ Administration operated homes is $10,659,788.50. 

If the contribution to the State homes by the VA is increased from $500 per 
year to $700 per year for each veteran, the cost to the VA will be $617.65 less per 
year per veteran than it would cost to care for the veteran in a VA operated home. 
Further analysis shows that under present law the cost is divided as follows: 
Veterans’ Administration, 30 percent; States, 70 percent. Under the provisions 
of this bill the ratio of cost would be changed to 39 percent for the Veterans’ 
Administration, and 61 percent for the States. 


We will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10:30, when we will 
have an executive session of this committee on the direct loan bill. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the hearing was adjourned, until 
10:30 a. m., Wednesday, March 3, 1954.) 
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